E-assessment: challenges to the legitimacy of VET practitioners and auditors by Callan, Victor J. et al.
 
 
1 
 
E-assessment: challenges to the legitimacy of VET practitioners and auditors 
To be published in Journal of Vocational Education and Training. 
 
Author 1 (Corresponding Author): 
Victor J. Callan 
UQ Business School, The University of Queensland, Brisbane, QLD, 4072.  
Tel: 61 7 3346 8013 
Email: v.callan@uq.edu.au 
Address: UQ Business School, The University of Queensland, Brisbane, QLD, 4072. 
Australia.   
 
Author 2: 
Margaret A. Johnston 
UQ Business School, The University of Queensland, Brisbane, QLD, 4072.   
Tel: 61 7 3870 5260 
Email: m.johnston@business.uq.edu.au 
Address: UQ Business School, The University of Queensland, Brisbane, QLD, 4072. 
Australia.   
 
Author 3: 
Berwyn Clayton 
Work-based Education Research Cluster, Victoria University, Melbourne, Vic, 8001. 
Tel: 61 2 6288 5758 
Email: berwyn.clayton@vu.edu.au 
Address: Work-based Education Research Cluster, Victoria Institute for Education, 
Diversity and Lifelong Learning, Victoria University, PO Box 14428, Melbourne, Vic, 
8001. Australia. 
 
Author 4: 
Alison L. Poulsen  
Callan Consulting Group 
29 Graham Street, Indooroopilly, Brisbane, QLD, 4068.  
Tel: 61 7 3397 7063 
Email: ali.poulsen@gmail.com  
Address: 29 Graham Street, Indooroopilly, Brisbane, QLD, 4068. Australia.  
 
Acknowledgements:  
This project was funded and supported by the Australian Flexible Learning Framework 
and was managed through the Framework’s Benchmarking and Research business 
activity. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2 
 
E-assessment: challenges to the legitimacy of VET practitioners and auditors 
 
Abstract: 
This research examines what practitioners in vocational education and training 
(VET) organisations and external auditors judge to be the key issues in the current 
and future delivery of e-assessment. Applying the framework of legitimacy 
theory, the study examined the tensions around the use and growth of e-
assessment in training organisations, and challenges to both training bodies and 
auditors around their legitimacy to operate. Forty-eight interviews, 10 focus 
groups and two industry workshops were completed with practitioners and 
auditors who had in-depth experience in e-assessment and audit practices. Results 
revealed tensions between training providers and auditors around the current 
validity, authenticity and security of e-assessment. However, there was also strong 
agreement between the groups about the practical steps for resolving these 
tensions between auditors and VET institutions.  
Key Words: assessment; e-assessment; e-learning; audit; legitimacy theory.  
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Introduction  
With the increased use of e-learning and blended delivery, the use of e-assessment is 
growing in the higher education and the vocational education and training (VET) sectors 
(Whitelock 2010). According to Stowell and Lamshed (2011), e-assessment is the use of 
information technology in the design, delivery and administration of assessment 
activities including the reporting, storing and transferring of assessment data. It comes in 
many forms, including the use of online projects, portfolios, self-assessments, peer 
evaluations, weekly assignments, timed tests and quizzes, the applications of social 
media and discussion boards (Gaytan and McEwen 2007). Currently, in most countries 
e-assessment is more frequently found in low- to medium-stakes rather than in high-
stakes contexts. However, one of the major drivers for the current study is that this 
situation is rapidly changing. In particular, major awarding and regulatory bodies in the 
United Kingdom and Europe have explored a broader use of e-assessment across more 
stages of the learning and assessment process, and in higher stakes contexts (Joint 
Information Systems Committee 2007; Ripley et al. 2009).  
The present study is unique in its attention to the views of both VET practitioners 
and external auditors regarding the nature and application of sound assessment practices 
associated with e-learning. Both parties have critical roles to play in thinking through the 
best options that new technologies might delivery for VET programs, with practitioners 
designing and delivering e-learning strategies, and auditors and their standards 
authorities determining how these new approaches meet existing guidelines for 
assessment. In addition, this issue is of critical importance to students and governments. 
Sound assessment is essential for the design and structure of an effective learning 
environment for students, and enhances their overall teaching and learning outcomes 
(Comeaux 2005). Whether assessment is formative or summative, or traditional or 
online, sound assessment practices convey messages to students about how they should 
study and what they need to learn (Benson 2003). Sound assessment provides 
opportunities for students to review, practice and apply what they have learned, whilst 
more successful assessment practices nurture student ownership and promote skills 
around self-monitoring and self-evaluation (Brookhart 1997).  
In addition, governments have a major interest in the growing use of e-learning 
and how its use meets the expectations of VET practitioners, students, standards 
authorities and employers. Much of the training in VET and higher education is funded 
by governments. They expect their funding to facilitate the achievement of national 
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priorities around having skilled workforces to meet current and future global 
competition. A failed system not only hinders the achievement of these priorities, but 
embarrasses governments and threatens the reputations and legitimacy of the public and 
private training providers that are given the funding to deliver such skills training.  
Therefore, this study aims to fill a substantial knowledge gap in three areas. 
Firstly, this research continues to respond to Power’s (1997, 2003) calls for more 
investigation of auditing in action, in particular regarding the role of audit and auditors 
in creating legitimacy. As others point out (Centre for Audit Quality 2011; Chiang 
2009), increasingly the role of auditors is open to debate and change, with auditors in 
numerous fields that include accounting, business, environment and engineering being 
asked to review the relevance and nature of their roles. This relevance includes their 
openness to new practices in the ways organisations do their business, moving from the 
‘cop” to the ‘coach’ relationship in the audit process, and bringing innovative practices 
to audits to reduce the audit burden on firms.  Secondly, this research enhances the 
understanding of the audit phenomenon specifically in the VET sector, a context that is 
not widely understood nor examined in much published research to date. In particular, 
the study responded to the observation by Figgis and Guthrie (2009) of growing tensions 
between training organisations and auditors in the VET sector, with some auditors 
reporting that they were becoming increasingly suspicious of the validity of the e-
assessment evidence being provided by training organisations in the audit process. Also, 
such tensions can be linked to wider concerns about the growth of digital Taylorism 
(Brown et al. 2010). Critics claim that driven by their stake in reducing costs and 
increasing control, training organisations and employers introduce e-learning to save 
money rather than to use new technologies to improve the quality and flexibility of the 
training for employees. Thirdly, this study examines the application of e-assessment 
within the contextual framework of legitimacy theory, and as such responds to calls 
(Deegan 2002) to extend and test its applicability to other contexts.  
 
E-learning and e-assessment 
Advocates of e-assessment argue that it provides many benefits over more traditional 
forms of assessment. Advantages include the ability to provide faster feedback to 
students, greater flexibility around the location and timing of assessments, and improved 
impartiality (Asuni 2013; Zuckweiler 2012). E-assessment can use enhanced question 
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styles incorporating more interactivity and multimedia, which in turn provide greater 
opportunities for more innovation in assessment (Chiou et al. 2009; Noorbehbahani and 
Kardan 2011; Stödberg 2012). Research has also shown that technology enhanced 
assessments encourage and stimulate students’ independent learning (Daly et al. 2010; 
Russell et al. 2006; Eynon 2008), supporting a move away from purely didactic learning 
(Powell and Robson 2014). In turn, this improves students’ critical learning skills and 
their ability to provide feedback to peers (Powell and Robson 2014; Su and Beaumont 
2010). VET practitioners and students report as more motivated by the potential for e-
learning and e-assessment to improve the quality of courses, including greater flexibility 
regarding delivery, and the development of increased teamwork skills among students 
(Jones and Fitzgibbon 2002; Kanuka and Rourke 2008). 
On the other hand, research has also demonstrated the challenges in the application 
of e-assessment. For instance, DeSouza and Fleming (2003) found that many instructors 
adopt very narrow applications of e-assessment that demonstrate limited creativity and 
innovation. In addition, educators often fail in the application of the sound principles of 
assessment. They do not establish the purpose of the e-assessment, the measurement 
criteria and the intended outcomes (Gaytan 2002). While cost savings are a positive 
driver, others see senior managers of training organisations and employers being too 
motivated by the cost savings that can be delivered to employers or training 
organisations rather than savings in money or time for the students (Becta 2005; 
Emeleus 2008; Lang and Macpherson 2008).  
Recently, Callan et al. (2015) described such issues as ‘trade-offs around any form 
of learning’ (p.4), while noting that these trade-offs are influenced by a range of 
situational factors (e.g. the ease of use of a new technology), institutional practices (e.g. 
rules about evidence) and dispositional issues (e.g. attitudes of learners, teachers and 
employers) that shape the uptake and sustainability of new technologies applied to VET 
programs. However, Callan and his associates also argue that there are real risks to the 
reputation of any training system if these different interests and trade-offs are not 
managed well.  
At noted earlier, at the centre of this growing debate about the appropriate use of 
new and potentially disruptive technologies are the interests of governments. In 
particular, they fund various regulators to monitor VET programs so that they meet 
national standards.  In the United Kingdom and Australia (Clayton et al. 2004; Joint 
Information Systems Committee 2007; Qualifications and Curriculum Authority 2007), 
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these regulatory authorities have produced principles and guidance for e-assessment. 
However, even with the establishment of standards and guidelines in e-learning and e-
assessment, Ripley et al. (2009) report that the use of e-assessment is uneven in many 
countries. There are major challenges around appropriate practices and procedures, 
authentication, and the training and development of staff involved in e-assessment. If e-
assessment is perceived to be done poorly, for instance with too much focus on cost 
savings at the expense of student learning, this behaviour has ramifications for the 
legitimacy of the training institution and public confidence. As a corollary, if auditing of 
e-assessment is perceived by teachers, students and the public at large to be carried out 
poorly, the auditors and the auditing standards may lose their legitimacy to continue to 
operate.  
Legitimacy theory 
Legitimacy is a condition that is achieved when the value system of an organisation is 
congruent with the value system of the larger society (Bhattacharyya 2014). Legitimacy 
theory proposes that each organisation has a contract to continue functioning in society 
that is revoked if expectations around legitimate operations are not met (Deegan 2002; 
Guthrie and Parker 1989). Legitimacy itself is an abstract concept, defined by multiple 
stakeholders operating around socially constructed standards of competence and quality. 
Through being regarded by key stakeholders as legitimate, organisations are able to 
attract the resources necessary for their survival, which include scarce materials, 
patronage and political approval (Hearit 1995; Suchman 1995; Young and Marais 2013). 
Indeed, organisational legitimacy is a strategic resource on which an organisation’s 
growth and continued survival depends (Mohamed, Sylvain and Jacques 2014). 
However, low legitimacy can have dire consequences for the future of an organisation, 
including affecting its right to operate. 
As implied above, legitimacy is a dynamic construct that varies over time and 
across stakeholder and cultural groups (van der Laan 2009). For instance, what might be 
considered legitimate at one point in time might not be considered legitimate at another 
time. Thus, all organisations need to be responsive to the environment in which they 
operate (Deegan 2006), while a ‘legitimacy gap’ occurs when their performance does 
not match the expectations of relevant publics or stakeholders (van der Laan 2009). In 
particular, under threat organisations seek to regain organisational legitimacy through 
closing gaps and re-establishing congruence between the social values associated with 
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their activities and the norms of acceptable behaviour in the larger social system. 
Dowling and Pfeffer (1975) argue that this gap can be closed through various strategies. 
An organisation can engage in a change process that adapts its objectives and methods of 
operation to conform to changes in its environment. In addition, the organisation can 
communicate these changes in practices, outputs and values to demonstrate that it 
operates from a strong base of social legitimacy. However, as Dowling and Pfeffer 
(1975) and others (Deegan 2002) also note, more research is required to extend our 
understanding of the strategies that can be used to close the legitimacy gap. 
The current study applies the construct of legitimacy theory to a study of 
practitioner and auditor views about the use of assessment and e-assessment in the VET 
sector. In addition, the study attempts to expand the theory around our understanding of 
the strategies available to organisations to close the legitimacy gap when it occurs. 
Perceptions of poor training, questionable assessment practices and poor quality 
standards can seriously compromise a training organisation’s legitimacy and its right to 
operate in the future. Indeed, in many countries accrediting bodies have shut down 
training organisations for failing to meet training standards. To stay legitimate, VET 
organisations must be aware of the pertinent legislation, codes of practice and the 
regulations of the relevant awarding bodies that apply to their operation (National 
Quality Council 2009; Marton et al. 1996; Mitchell and Ward 2009). However, they 
also need to respond to changes in their environment around learners and employers, 
including innovations around the assessment of such training. In a similar vein, the 
legitimacy of the VET auditing bodies is threatened if they are unable to respond to 
changes in the training and assessment landscape, including demonstrating a 
willingness to regularly review their own practices.  
 
The current study 
The rapid growth in the use of e-learning and e-assessment to deliver more flexible 
training has not been without its challenges. There are growing tensions between those 
seeking to apply e-assessment to reduce costs, increase flexibility and to allow for 
greater customisation to meet industry needs, versus the accrediting and registering 
bodies that monitor the achievement of national training standards. Three issues 
motivated the current study. First, there was an emerging view among key stakeholders 
that the use of technology-assisted assessment represented a risk to quality training 
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outcomes. Second, across these same stakeholders there were views on practical and 
viable strategies and solutions that could ensure the veracity of e-assessment and the 
reliable authentication of candidate identity. If applied well, these solutions might 
resolve threats to the continued legitimacy of training organisations and the external 
auditors who review the quality of the qualifications that are delivered using public 
funds. Third, the study responds to calls to extend the use of legitimacy theory to other 
applied contexts, and to investigate further the strategies available to organisations with 
threatened or reduced legitimacy to close legitimacy gaps.  
In summary, the current study addressed the following research questions framed within 
the key constructs of legitimacy theory: 
1) What are the attitudes of practitioners and auditors about the current audit 
experience?  
2) What issues around e-assessment are challenging the legitimacy of VET 
training organisations and auditing bodies?  
3) What practical actions might be taken by VET training organisations and the 
auditing bodies to maintain their organisational legitimacy and to close 
legitimacy gaps? 
 
Methodology 
The context 
The study was completed in the VET system in Australia that is designed to deliver 
workplace specific skills and knowledge based competencies. This national VET 
system is informed by industry and over recent decades has made major efforts to be 
more client-focused towards delivering more flexible, relevant and responsive 
education and training. In 2014 for instance, almost a quarter of working-aged 
Australians (aged 15 to 64 years) undertook some form of VET, with over 3.9 million 
students involved in some form of VET activity.  
Australia’s VET is a complex system. It is governed by interconnected 
government and independent bodies functioning within a strict National Skills 
Framework of qualifications defined by industry training packages and explicit quality 
delivery standards, in particular the Australian Quality Training Framework (AQTF) 
that provides the national set of agreed standards and conditions for training providers. 
The Australian Quality Training Framework (AQTF) is a set of nationally agreed 
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quality assurance arrangements for training and assessment services delivered by 
training organisations. The AQTF comprises: a) AQTF Essential Conditions and 
Standards for Initial Registration; b) AQTF Essential Conditions and Standards for 
Continuing Registration; c) AQTF 2007 Standards for State and Territory Registering 
Bodies; d) AQTF 2007 Excellence Criteria; e) AQTF 2007 Standards for Accredited 
Courses; and f) AQTF Standards for State and Territory Course Accrediting Bodies. 
AQTF auditors may use the guidelines as a reference when evaluating the e-assessment 
arrangements employed by RTOs. The AQTF registering bodies may use the guidelines 
in providing information to assessors, AQTF auditors and RTOs on the features of 
quality e-assessment materials and practices. 
The aim of audits is to ensure that the AQTF standards are met around the 
delivery of nationally consistent, high-quality training and assessment services for the 
clients of the VET system. As summative assessment leads to the granting of awards 
and qualifications, it must be externally validated by auditors as addressing all aspects 
and dimensions of the relevant competency standards at the appropriate level. 
However, as noted, with the increased rates of e-learning and e-assessment by training 
organisations, concerns have arisen about the validity and reliability of the assessment 
process, and the validity, sufficiency and authenticity of evidence (including 
plagiarism, inappropriate collaboration, cheating, and identity fraud) being provided by 
training organisations in their audits.  
 
Sample and methods 
Interviews 
In total, 48 individuals participated in face-to-face semi-structured interviews that 
were completed in 60 to 90 minutes. Those interviewed were both practitioners and 
external auditors, and most states of Australia were represented among those 
interviewed. The VET practitioners (N=30 of the 48 interviewees) included institute 
leaders, educational program leaders, VET teachers and trainers, and technology 
experts working in public and private training organisations. Interestingly, the 
majority had held multiple roles during their VET careers and were able to reflect 
upon their experiences as educational designers, teachers, trainers, assessment 
writers, curriculum designers and online facilitators, and also, though often in the past, 
as internal auditors.  
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The other major stakeholder group interviewed were experienced auditors 
(N=18 of the 48 interviewees) who had in-depth experiences with e-assessment and 
audit in the VET sector. At the time of the interviews, the auditors were full-time 
professional auditors working either for government departments or as independent 
consultants. As consultants, most were contracted to complete audit work for multiple 
bodies across the VET system and other sectors. This included audit projects for 
registered training organisations, state government departments and the secondary 
school sector. Many had completed audits across organisations in different states of 
Australia.  
Focus groups 
In addition, 10 focus groups which lasted for approximately 90 minutes each were 
facilitated by the first author. Focus groups (5-8 auditors in each group) were asked to 
discuss and debate the findings reported from the 48 interviews. In total, 65 auditors 
participated in these focus groups meetings.  In addition, the interview data were 
presented at two VET industry conferences where the findings were workshopped with 
VET teachers. In total, 54 VET teachers and IT support staff attended these workshops 
led by the first author. 
Finally it is noteworthy that neither the interview sample nor the focus group 
sample are representative of VET practitioners or VET auditors. Samples are not 
random, being purposive, and it is possible that those practitioners who had more 
negative experiences with audits were more available to be interviewed for the study.  
 
Data interpretation 
We completed a thematic analysis of the interview and focus group data using methods 
common to naturalistic enquiry (Schwandt 2007). In particular, naturalistic inquiry 
focuses attention upon understanding the views and experiences of the social actors (i.e. 
the various stakeholders) working from their first-hand accounts of ‘being there’. Guided 
by legitimacy theory, the interests of each party were identified, including their views 
regarding the legitimacy (e.g. standards, evidence), sources of threat to continued 
legitimacy, a willingness to adapt to a changing training environment, and practical steps 
to reduce the tensions between key stakeholder groups. The specific stages in the 
analysis of the interview data was strongly informed by the method described in detail 
by Athens (2010). Stage 1 involved a manifest analysis (Greenwood & Suddaby, 2006) 
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of transcripts in order to generate first order codes. We read each transcript a number of 
times prior to coding to identify frequently used phrases and patterns. These were used 
in the naming of key themes. Each text was manually coded and statements were 
grouped around common conceptual meanings using first order codes. In Stage 2, we 
integrated the first order codes and created theoretical categories through a latent 
analysis of these data (Greenwood & Suddaby, 2006). Coded statements were 
consolidated into a concept group different through a reflexive interpretation of the data 
(Athens, 2010). In Stage 3, texts were considered by code to group, ungroup, refine or 
discard categories based upon identifiable distinctions between them. Exemplary quotes 
are provided in this paper to reveal in particular to the readers what informed our 
interpretations of these data and our conclusions about the introduction of e-learning and 
e-assessment. 
 Trustworthiness criteria applied to the data were as follows: (1) discussion 
between two members of the research team around coding and interpretation and further 
discussions with a third author where disagreements about coding continued; (2) peer 
debriefings and a seminar workshop with research colleagues not involved in the project 
to identify any blind spots and to discuss our findings and interpretations; and (3) 
validation processes that involved the presentation of the findings and our interpretations 
to the 10 focus groups with auditors as described earlier, and to two industry conferences 
with audiences of VET practitioners and e-learning support staff. 
Findings 
Attitudes of practitioners and auditors about the auditing experience 
“We make it very clear to training organisations that we apply the same rules of 
evidence irrespective of the use of traditional forms of assessment or new forms 
around games, video materials submitted by students, online , wikis, e-portfolios or 
other new technologies. Whatever the method of collection, we are seeking evidence 
around its quality, integrity, validity and fairness. I believe that we cannot be any 
clearer in our messaging. They need to get this right if they are to pass any audit.” 
Australian Quality Training Framework Standard 1 states that a registered 
training organisation must provide quality training and assessment across all of its 
operations, with all assessment conducted in accordance with the principles of 
assessment and the rules of evidence. As this quote highlights, this auditor and the 
overwhelming majority of auditors reported in our interviews that they were totally 
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consistent in the messages they gave prior to any audit and at their audit meetings with 
practitioners and their training organisations about the need to meet these standards. 
Their key messages were that the same rigour applies to audits of all forms of 
assessment; the onus was on the VET practitioner to provide objective evidence that 
competency judgement is sound; the system’s integrity and user-friendliness must be 
promoted; and the practitioner should demonstrate how the system ensures high 
quality, industry-relevant training outcomes. Auditors emphasised in the interviews 
that the principles of quality assessment apply equally to e-assessment, as to traditional 
forms of assessment. These principles include the need for assessment to be valid, 
reliable, fair and flexible. In addition, not only must the methods of assessment be 
flexible, but the process must be flexible.  
Auditors reported that their position in any audit was not to hold any 
preconceptions regarding the form evidence may take. Auditors emphasised that the 
majority of them were not ICT experts. Despite this, some auditors commented that some 
practitioners in the audit process attempted to baffle them with new technologies or by 
‘technological speak’ to get around questions that challenged aspects of the evidence. 
Regardless of the evidence gathering methods used, auditors reported that they wanted 
to see evidence that the training and assessment was meeting clients’ needs, the 
principles of assessment and rules of evidence. They sought to confirm dimensions of 
competency, employability skills and transferability. In addition, they expected to see 
evidence of how the numerous risks that can be associated with assessment were 
being managed. These risks included: the management and security of electronic data; 
methods to confirm that the submitted e-assessment was actually a students’ work; 
polices to allow access to ICT hardware/software so that no student was disadvantaged 
in being able to complete their online training and e-assessment; how employability 
skills and transferability is being developed; and how a student’s progress is monitored. 
However as one auditor commented, as did many others: 
“It is disappointing at times that we see cases of a lack of trust or possibly a 
misunderstanding by some training organisations of our role. I am not a technology 
geek but a few institutions bring in their ICT support teams I feel to try to baffle me 
with techno speak. I am no expert in podcasting, video streaming, texting, e-portfolios, 
image sharing and other tools. I just want to be convinced that the learners are receiving 
training, assessment and support services that meet their individual needs or AQTF 
standard 2. Unfortunately I feel that in some cases students are being disadvantaged by 
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new ways of collecting evidence that are not being fully thought out by teachers and 
institutions with regards to the meeting the AQTF standards.” 
Some auditors highlighted how their lack of advanced knowledge around e-
assessment tools and demands upon their time to complete audits possibly encouraged 
their decisions around the validity of e-assessment to fall on the side of caution. They 
did not have sufficient paid time allocated to examine the e-assessment methods as 
thoroughly as they would like. Expected to audit four or five qualifications in a day, as 
well as the supporting management systems, meant that at best they only gained a 
snapshot of the e-assessment used. Others noted that despite considerable opportunities 
for professional development, many auditors were ‘still wedded to tradition and paper 
evidence more than we should be’. Current auditor training did not provide wide 
exposure to e-learning or e-assessment systems. However, in one large Government 
audit office visited as part of the project the Director reported that change was 
underway with their audit teams now attending workshops and training in web based 
technologies, and younger more technologically trained auditors were being recruited to 
work with older highly experienced auditors. 
On the other hand, there was considerable evidence of a growing sense of 
confusion amongst many highly experienced VET practitioners about the nature of 
audits, suggesting a gap between their views about the nature of the audit and the 
validity of their assessment practices, and those of the auditors. Despite the views above 
by auditors about being clear about following the standards, many VET practitioners 
were unclear about the expectations of auditors. In particular, they were confused about 
some of the final decisions made by auditors regarding their institution’s use of e-
assessment. A few VET practitioners reported that they had received what they judged to 
be inconsistent rulings by different auditors in different States. As one senior teacher put 
it: 
“We are delivering the same qualification across the country. But while the 
technologically-based assessment practices we use to gather evidence to show 
competency to award the qualification are audited and signed off as valid and 
appropriate in one State, they are not in another. What are we to do?” 
This current lack of confidence amongst some practitioners was seen by auditors in 
examples of behaviours such as over-assessment. Auditors reported numerous examples 
of VET practitioners struggling with the concept of evidence, in turn collecting copious 
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rather than sufficient amounts of evidence. Many auditors were critical of the amount of 
material placed on the learning management system without much thought or review by 
practitioners. However, as a VET teacher of some 25 years’ experience reported: 
“I am pretty stressed out about what will happen in our next audit. I am highly 
skilled but feel like an inexperienced newbie when an auditor starts to question how I am 
trying to be more flexible and I feel innovative about my use of on-line quizzes, blogs 
and student videos from their workplaces. My organisation wants me to introduce e-
learning for this new generation of digital natives, but it has been far from smooth sailing 
for me and my colleagues about what to show the auditors. It makes you think if the 
effort is worth it.” 
As a result of this uncertainty and stress about the consequences of a negative future 
audit for their training organisation, many highly skilled practitioners reported that they 
felt that their professional judgements and identity were under challenge as a result of the 
outcomes of some audits. Experienced VET practitioners, often with considerable track 
records in completing internal audits of the training programs in their own institutions, 
were informed by auditors that they needed to be more skilled at meeting the 
requirements of the standards. They were also informed that needed to pay more attention 
to applying the principles of continuous improvement to the chosen methods for e-
assessment. In reply, many experienced practitioners reported that the auditors 
themselves needed to develop a better knowledge and understanding of the nature, forms 
and processes around technologically-enabled assessment.  
Key challenges to legitimacy 
On line quizzes 
At the core of many of these issues was evidence to emerge from the one-on-one 
interviews that there was a lack of knowledge, skills and in turn confidence amongst 
many VET practitioners about the time, effort and resources needed to develop quality e-
assessment tools that accurately capture the required evidence to meet the standards of 
assessment. In turn, auditors were seeing the consequences of these poor choices in the 
tools being used as forms of e-assessment. For instance, the major form of e-assessment 
being applied across the institutions sampled was the online quiz. The online quizzes at 
their best involved the use of videos in questions, particularly for scenarios in authentic 
assessment; adaptive testing, where the next question posed is determined by the prior 
response; and large and varied question banks with randomisation of questions and 
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response orders to minimise cheating. However, auditors also cited numerous examples 
of poor online quiz practices. At their worst, online quizzes were described by a number 
of auditors and practitioners as ‘cheap options’ and ‘ill-thought out efforts by the 
provider to make money quickly or to save money’. As one auditor summed up his view 
on the current situation: 
 “Teachers seem to be under pressure to introduce e-learning to make training and 
any associated assessment of competency more flexible, customised and cost effective. 
However, we are seeing online tests that are not assessing the specific skill in our view, 
poorly written around providing a range of possible answers, and not regularly revised or 
updated. Such tests take time to develop, evolve over time with the development of a 
question pool, need statistical analysis to weed out poor questions and need regular 
change and updating. For many this is not happening.” 
Overall, most auditors as well as many of the expert practitioners believed that 
many VET practitioners have little or no understanding of how to design valid and fair 
online quizzes. In sum, many practitioners and auditors reported a ‘set and forget’ 
attitude that was creating the use of poor quality online assessment and quizzes that 
showed fundamental errors in their design and with little attention to updating once set. 
Overall, auditors and many VET teachers who had performed auditing roles reported that 
many VET teachers underestimated the skills and effort needed to produce and maintain 
high quality assessment using online quizzes. These skills included starting with easier 
questions and making later questions more difficult; checking draft versions of 
assessments with subject matter experts to make use the question matches the 
competency; identifying and removing weak questions using some basic statistics that 
differentiated between low and high test scorers;; and managing security issues by 
writing multiple banks of items with different orders and choices depending on the 
answers given.  On the other hand, in a minority of institutions these issues were being 
addressed with considerable skill and expertise by providing good systems supported by 
internal training. These institutions were typically using end-to-end e-assessment 
solutions whereby teachers and their IT support staff produce electronic assessment 
content and deliver it to candidates. These interactive online systems provided banks of 
test items that helped teachers to write appropriate assessment items, deliver and mark 
assessments, and record learners' performance on assessments.  
Validity of assessment 
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Validity was a major concern for the vast majority of auditors. The AQTF standards 
state that assessment is valid when the assessment against the units of competency covers the 
full range of skills and knowledge that are essential to show competent performance and 
judgement of competence must be based on sufficient evidence. While auditors accepted the 
benefits of using new technologies to give an extra dimension to VET assessment, as 
noted earlier they reported that they were seeing numerous examples of poor assessment 
practices at work. The e-assessments were not validly assessing the skills being tested 
and the assessment did not always address the intended learning outcomes. Some e-
assessment was introduced without establishing learner needs and completing a training 
needs analysis. For instance, in occupational health and safety and blue card training 
using online tests, auditors reported learners being ‘trained to complete the assessment’ 
through poorly designed tests and poor test procedures. Other e-assessment tools were 
not current and had not kept pace with changes in legislation.  
In looking at the major contributors to these issues, many auditors attributed these 
challenges around validity with the “set and forget” attitude, a lack of training around 
evidence gathering, and the lack of current guidelines around good practices. However, a 
VET teacher who has also been on the other side of the process as an internal auditor 
emphasised that another factor was related to the challenges in being a ‘first mover’ or 
innovator. As she reported: 
“To be fair to VET teachers, they are trying to be innovative in meeting changing 
industry needs around employers wanting more flexibility, cost effectiveness and 
customisation in the training and assessment. And those training organisations that are 
being among the initial innovators are to some extent lacking guidelines or good advice 
around the interpretation of the standards. They are flying a bit in the dark. We need e-
assessment guidelines that will promote the design and delivery of quality e-assessment 
materials and practices that are consistent with the AQTF, and that also will encourage 
and not discourage further innovation.” 
Delivery of assessment 
Audits also revealed issues around delivery. These issues included poor security, 
unreliable infrastructure that impacted upon users’ ability to complete e-assessment, and 
issues of accessibility and ease of use. At its worst, auditors found some e-assessment 
driven by cost cutting measures by the institution rather than by any benefits to the 
learner. Furthermore, some training providers were not keeping on top of some users who 
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were skilled at cheating by finding shortcomings with the online technologies being used 
for assessment. In response, practitioners reported the application of numerous 
technological solutions that VET practitioners needed to embrace. These strategies 
included security passwords; online authenticity statements completed prior to the 
submission of e-assessments; electronic signatures linked to statutory declarations; the 
use of timed quizzes; greater incorporation of adaptive testing where questions are 
determined by prior responses; and locking out critical functionality during an online test 
to stop collusion. A CEO of a large training organisation signalled his intentions: 
“I am about creating a new form of innovative training organisation that better 
meets industry needs but also knows that the use of new technologies opens up risks to 
our reputation. I am managing this by being very open to how we continue to meet 
standards around authenticity and security. So with my team I am investing in numerous 
procedures so we can authenticate candidates, provide the required systems for audit trails 
and reports of system use, and ensure that edited evidence submitted by candidates is 
validated by a third party.” 
 
Next steps 
As this comment highlights, many training organisations were planning their next 
steps in building their e-learning and e-assessment capabilities. Despite some negative 
experiences around the introduction of new technologies, the overall outcomes were 
positive and so senior leaders and teaching staff were planning to grow the use of 
technology to deliver and assess training. These plans included moving beyond often 
problematic and narrow tools such as online quizzes and short answer questions to using 
e-assessment to gather more diverse forms of evidence to inform decisions around learner 
competence. They expected in particular to make greater use of simulations, gamification, 
e-portfolios, video streaming and social media (blogs, wikis) to provide assessors with 
richer sets of evidence about learner performance that were not easy to capture using 
more conventional assessment approaches. As one of the IT support staff described the 
future plans of their training organisation: 
 “Yes we have had our problems and challenges and they still exist. But we know 
that systems will get better, technologies will be more reliable, cheaper and easier to use, 
and we will get even more experienced as we learn by getting it right and getting it 
wrong. We are planning more investment in the technology, supports and people to make 
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e-learning a distinctive feature of this institution going forward.”  
When asked what might be considered to be reasonable next steps to promote e-
learning and quality assessment, auditors cited the need for greater use of multiple 
assessments, independent validation from subject matter experts, and the option of a 
mandatory interview prior to judgements about competency. Auditors wanted to see 
better practices regarding evidence gathering. These actions included through the use of 
multiple sources such as observations, testimonials and work-based assignments to 
support the validity of the e-assessments. In addition, they mentioned the value of 
improved validation through piloting and evaluation during the design and 
implementation stages of e-learning and e-assessment.  
At the focus group meetings used to validate many of our interpretations of the 
interview data, we asked groups to develop for us a worked example of how these 
experienced VET practitioners would design a teaching module ideally using a range 
of assessment practices. Table 1 presents one of the many examples to emerge from 
this exercise. As can be seen, the example around workplace safety in carpentry took a 
blended learning approach combining traditional face to face class room discussion and 
short assignment writing with the use of an online quiz, a wiki, a short video and the 
capturing of the completed assessment on each student’s e-portfolio. 
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Finally, from the interviews a key finding was that VET teachers and 
external auditors were very much aligned about the need to close the current gaps 
in technology and people skills that are challenging current practices. 
Significantly, they identified similar strategies for raising the acceptance of e-
assessment practices. In particular, both groups in their interviews promoted the 
need for a wider range of assessment forms to improve the richness and 
comprehensiveness of the evidence and so to enable better decision-making 
around learner performance and competence. While critical of the other party, 
they also recognised failings in their own performance that needed attention 
through further training, more dialogue between both groups, and the provision 
of worked examples around technologically-based assessments that can be used 
to develop a shared understanding of practices that meet the standards. The next 
section looks at these strategies as reported by both parties in more detail. 
 
Practical steps to maintain organisational legitimacy 
The fourth research question involved an examination of the practical actions that VET 
providers and the auditing bodies might take to show a willingness to adapt to their 
changing environment.  This focus also investigated what extensions to the framework 
might be included to legitimacy theory around the strategies identified for closing 
legitimacy gaps. Below are actions identified by those interviewed towards closing a 
legitimacy gap that was seen to be emerging for both parties. These actions were 
classified around both short-term and longer-term strategies. 
Short term 
Improve VET practitioner e-assessment skills. Many interviewees emphasised that the 
knowledge and skills of VET practitioners around e-assessment must be improved. 
VET practitioners need to be able to possess the technical skills to devise valid, reliable 
and authentic e-assessment and to demonstrate knowledge and understanding of e-
assessment best practice. Many VET practitioners emphasised that central to any 
training was the need for training that helped them show, or in some cases, regain their 
confidence in making professional judgements of learner performance. As one teacher 
who had experienced a recent negative outcome from an audit concluded: 
 “I need training around my assessment judgements to re-build my skills and 
indeed my confidence in making judgements that the evidence gathered is current, 
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valid, authentic and sufficient to make the assessment decision. My professional 
judgement is core to me, and needs some work, so any help is good in evaluating the 
evidence gained from these numerous new tools like wikis, blogs, and using video from 
phones. All this will help me and reduce the risk of poor future audit outcomes.” 
To achieve these goals, VET practitioners need improved access to high quality 
professional development courses that allow them to become more familiar with the 
principles and best practice of e-assessment. According to the expert practitioners and 
auditors interviewed, a key message that needs to be communicated in this training is 
that the same educational rigor and standards must apply to all assessment methods. 
Like traditional assessments, e-assessments must have learning and assessment 
strategies, unit assessment plans, marking criteria, model answers, and benchmarks 
against which performance is to be judged that meet competency frameworks.. A VET 
teacher of 20 years’ experience was very positive about the value and receptivity of 
practitioners to this training: 
“The audience will be very experienced and skilled practitioners. They are 
always keen to enhance their know-how and skills, and to close the gap between their 
skills and confidence in using new technologies and the skills shown by their students. 
There are now a growing number of highly competent teachers in each institution who 
can guide this training. Also they can open up debate about how we can move away 
from the basic use of online tests in particular to more advanced tools especially 
opportunities around using social media. People are ready I feel.” 
Improve auditor training. The auditors interviewed were very up front about their need 
to continue to broaden their own understanding of e-learning and e-assessment. Many 
were not very familiar or experienced with its various forms. Auditors acknowledged 
that this new era of more outcomes-focused auditing, and the greater use of technology 
in VET training and assessment, made the auditing of training more complicated with 
respect to applying the standards. Validity, reliability, authenticity and applicability 
were their key concerns. Many auditors also reflected that their thinking around 
assessment was too linear and needed to become more holistic.  
Practitioners appreciated the cross-jurisdictional experience that some auditors 
now brought to audits, with many auditors having experience undertaking audits in one 
or more jurisdictions. Such experiences were useful in helping practitioners and 
auditors become more familiar and confident in recognising good practice around e-
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assessment. However, understandably practitioners argued that auditors should have 
similar approaches and reach consistent decisions across jurisdictions. Some 
institutions delivering training across multiple jurisdictions using the same forms of e-
assessment had e-assessment practices signed off by auditors in one state but not in 
other states or territories. Many practitioners interviewed called for developing greater 
consistency in auditor judgements through regular auditor validation and moderation 
sessions and workshops. Such activities would offer the opportunity to work through 
the key issues that were causing confusion amongst auditors and practitioners.  
A number of ideas were also put forward by our expert auditors about how to 
promote better levels of consistency amongst auditors. One strategy was to allocate the 
task of training auditors to a third party with no direct interest in the outcome. Key 
issues of concern would be agreed to by representatives of industry, regulators and 
other stakeholders. As explained by a senior auditor: 
 “It would be interesting to experiment with new approaches to our own 
training as auditors. This could include training by auditors familiar but outside of 
VET, and introducing web-based technologies more into our own training including 
online quizzes, simulations, blogs, webinars, and so on. There are also auditors who 
have worked across jurisdictions and their input would be very valuable in any 
training. Such developments will both challenge and inform our perceptions, and I feel 
build our understanding of the challenges now and ahead in using new technologies in 
delivery and assessment that are clearly here to stay.”   
Work on the practitioner-student relationship. Practitioners and auditors were in favour 
of the greater use of innovative technological solutions to managing the authenticity of 
e-assessment, to make sure that the assessment was completed by the actual learner.  
However, both groups agreed that the students who want to cheat will always be one 
step ahead. A non-technological solution advanced was for teachers to put more effort into 
building higher quality and supportive relationships with their online learners, as well 
as with employers. These stronger relationships built on more regular contact, including 
visits to work sites to talk to students and their supervisors, would assist teachers in 
knowing that the e-assessment was completed by those learners. As one teacher put it: 
 “Really it is all about the quality of the relationship with the student. If you 
know them in class, talk to them, support and question them along the way about what 
they are learning and practising at work, you will soon know if they did the online 
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assessment or not. Technological tools to check if they did the assessment cannot 
replace the importance of the student-teacher relationship.” 
Longer term 
Create greater acceptability of e-assessment. Both practitioners and auditors believed 
that many challenges around the application of electronic forms of assessments (e.g. 
security, validity, reliability and authenticity) will be resolved over time through the 
availability of better technological solutions. Improvements in the quality and use of 
technologies will allow practitioners to move to more authentic forms of assessment 
that combine text, images, sound and video. Current technologies are seen to be too 
difficult and costly to develop quality work-based simulations that are more interactive 
and realistic. Once these technologies are cheaper and easier to use in order to create 
more realistic and secure assessments, it was believed that more positive attitudes will 
follow amongst both auditing bodies around the use of e-learning and e-assessment, as 
well as amongst employers and students.  
Formulate e-assessment guidelines and best practice worked examples. These data 
reveal that many of those working in the VET sector in Australia are confused about e-
assessment. They are trying to make their processes fit guidelines that are grounded in 
paper-based approaches to assessment. While many interviewees believed that 
practitioners and auditors have come a long way in better articulating their thinking and 
processes regarding e-assessment, it was believed that both groups require more 
assistance through the introduction of e-assessment guidelines and best practice 
worked examples. There was widespread support for the establishment of guidelines 
around the broad range of activities where digital technologies are used in assessment, 
including the design and delivery of assessments.  
Alongside these guidelines, interviewees wished to see quality documents and 
procedures to meet best practice and ensure online delivery and assessments meet the 
standards. These documents might include project sign-off documents that provide 
assessment requirements; an online delivery and assessment matrix planning tool; and 
post-delivery unit review and moderation documents. Practitioners also wanted access to 
best practice worked examples that illustrate the use of quality e-assessment. In 
particular, they required examples of e-assessment that meets the requirements of the 
relevant training package or course; how the e-assessment is conducted in accordance 
with the principles of assessment; the domains of competency; and the rules of evidence. 
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Communities of practice and teacher discussion forums potentially were seen to play a 
vital role in identifying and sharing good e-assessment practices. These communities of 
practice could bring together internal and external auditors, practitioners, management, 
educational and instructional designers, and others. Such forums could focus on the 
current hot topics in e-assessment, such as managing non-compliance, the validation of 
assessment, moderation and authentication. 
Discussion 
A core construct of legitimacy theory involves whether an organisation is aware of threats 
to its continued legitimacy, and in responding to an emerging legitimacy gap, whether 
and how it acts to regain a sense of fit in response to major changes to its external 
environment. In an extension of the theory, Tilling (2004) has identified a defence stage 
after a one-off incident which threatens an organisation’s legitimacy, and a more acute 
loss phase characterised by sustained media scrutiny. The latter is often accompanied by 
increasing government regulation, monitoring and possibly intervention, and declining 
legitimacy. The data gathered from our interviews, as well as the current levels of media 
and government intervention, did not suggest that this acute stage had occurred. There 
was not a major crisis or complete loss of confidence that was destroying the legitimacy 
of either party. However, there was evidence of a defence stage linked to one-off 
incidents where the competence and legitimacy of both groups (i.e. 
institutions/practitioners and auditors) was increasingly under greater scrutiny. In 
particular, there were negative reactions by government departments when receiving 
news about mixed outcomes from audits of their public training providers under their 
authority and funding. Linked to these outcomes were published reports commenting 
upon the tensions between these groups (Figgis & Guthrie 2009).   
At the core of the threats to the organisational legitimacy of both groups is a 
slow realisation of the need for change. This is somewhat surprising given the 
evidence raised by past research of the need for change. For instance, studies report 
that teachers have too narrow and traditional views about the use of technologically-
enabled assessment ( e.g. DeSouza and Fleming 2003),  are unclear about the purposes 
of the e-assessment (Callan et al., 2015; Gaytan 2002), while there are confused 
motivations around why  e-learning and e-assessment are being introduced (Becta 
2005; Lang and Macpherson 2008). Our interviews revealed major challenges that 
need to be resolved between the parties and others around, for example, the features 
of appropriately designed e-assessment practices and procedures, authentication and 
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validity, and appropriate steps around the training and professional development for 
all of those involved in e-assessment. The current study reveals that the most 
important issue raised by practitioners and auditors is an overarching concern with a 
lack of design validity, and the related rules of evidence: sufficiency, reliability and 
authenticity. In addition, many training providers are not keeping on top of users 
skilled at cheating by finding short-comings in the online technologies being used 
for assessment.  
As many others highlight (Centre for Audit Quality 2011; Chiang 2009), 
increasingly the role of auditors is open to debate and change, while the role of VET 
practitioners is also under challenge around their ability to meet the training needs of their 
industry partners (Callan et al., 2015; Clayton et al., 2004). What this research has 
captured is possibly the beginning of a process of change among VET auditors and 
practitioners that this is impacting upon VET structures, systems and people. Change 
impacts upon individuals as it involves new roles, structures, work patterns, increases to 
workloads and feelings of uncertainty (Jones et al. 2008; Lawrence and Callan 2011). 
These changes include the need to identify, challenge and remove the use of flawed 
online tests, low-tech simulations and the poor examples of the integration of online and 
traditional assessment procedures. In order to make this change successfully, VET 
leaders must become ‘failure tolerant’. They need to create learning cultures which 
promote innovation as a core organisational capability, especially using use partnerships 
and communities of practice, and rewarding staff who bring forward innovative ideas 
(Callan 2004). In addition, mechanisms that support assessment will need to change, 
including organisational structures and procedures in VET institutions (e.g. IT and 
support services), management processes (e.g. quality assurance, internal audit 
processes), how student achievements are evidenced and recorded, and changes to the 
individual roles and responsibilities of VET staff (e.g. time spent on assessment tasks, 
types of support staff, collaborative work patterns).  
Neither auditors nor VET teachers perceived e-assessment in its current forms 
as a substitute for traditional forms of assessment. Auditors reported that e-assessment 
was still a relatively new but increasing feature of their audit experiences, while e-
assessment was limited to a narrow range of tools, with online quizzes being dominant. 
Few respondents believed that e-assessment was likely at this time to feature as a more 
summative form of assessment in the current training system. Overall, respondents were 
describing a more anticipatory stage of transformational change than an advanced stage 
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of large-scale and typically disruptive change. However, there is a growing body of 
evidence that levels of stress, uncertainty and ambiguity are at their highest at the 
anticipatory stage of transformational change (Paulsen et al. 2005).  
As Lawrence and Callan (2011) argue, it is at this stage that front-line 
supervisors are expected to be change agents, taking up leadership around how changes 
will be implemented, the communication of the change process to staff, and how to 
politically negotiate the change process with upper management (Paulsen et al. 2005; 
Stensaker and Langley 2010). On the other hand, there was limited evidence that 
supervisors either in the VET training organisation or the auditing bodies were 
implementing in an ambitious way change management programs that might assist their 
staff begin to understand the scope and scale of the future changes that they are facing. 
Linked to this were underlying and poor levels of professional development occurring 
within each group. Auditors in particular commented upon their need to learn more 
about how technology was changing approaches to assessment, while despite challenges 
to their professional competence through the results of audits, highly skilled practitioners 
reported few professional development opportunities to raise their skills to meet audit 
standards.  
In line with evidence about the financially driven motivations of those who 
seek to advance more digital firms of training in corporations (Brown et al. 2010), 
there were concerns that e-assessment was being done for the wrong motives. There 
was too much focus on cost savings rather than providing quality student learning. If 
left unchecked, this attitude amongst some training providers may serve to 
undermine their continued legitimacy. As some teachers reported, VET institutions 
may be perceived as ‘money grabbing’ entities keen for a quick dollar, rather than 
student-focused institutions intent on providing innovative and flexible approaches 
to learning and assessment. As a corollary, if the auditing of e-assessment is seen to 
be carried out poorly, for instance by giving inconsistent rulings on the same form of 
e-assessment depending on the individual auditor and/or geographic location, then 
auditors, the auditing body and their standards may too lose their legitimacy. 
While this study identifies a number of practitioner and auditor concerns and 
challenges with the design and delivery of e-assessment, on the positive side it also 
provides evidence and examples of good practice and positive developments. In 
particular, this research highlights the value of well-designed online quizzes; the benefits 
gained from maintaining supportive relationships with students and employers; the 
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benefits in a wider use of e-assessment tools away from the dominant use currently of 
online tests;  and the use of innovative techniques to validate assessment evidence and 
reduce the likelihood of cheating.  
This study has identified a number of short and longer term actions that might be 
undertaken to restore a sense of confidence around the use of e-assessment in the 
training system. These ideas can be also applied to extending ideas around strategies for 
closing the legitimacy gap described in the existing theory. It is possible that current 
guidelines around the standards of assessment in VET systems need to be re-visited to 
better capture changes to assessment practices being brought about through the 
introduction of new technologies. As Boud (2007) reflects, the current VET system has 
attempted to fit traditional methods of assessment to a new training agenda that demands 
more on-the-job and therefore, more flexible delivery and assessment.  
Indeed, since we completed this study, a number of actions have been taken to 
clarify what the auditing body wants to see provided by training organisations. For 
example, in 2014 the Flexible Learning Advisory Group (the key policy advisory group 
on national directions for information and communication technologies in VET) 
commissioned an enquiry to address stakeholder concerns regarding the veracity and 
authenticity of e-assessment and the quality of training outcomes. Significantly, many of 
the findings from the report of the enquiry (see Morris 2014) cite the research reported 
in this article. The enquiry report identified three key contributory components of e-
assessment that influence its authenticity: the specification of competence; the quality of 
the assessment process; and the integrity of evidence.  The most significant areas of 
concern were the reliability and validity of the assessment process, and the authenticity 
of the evidence, including plagiarism, inappropriate collaboration, cheating, and identity 
fraud. In addition, Morris (2014) highlighted the importance of a multi-level integration 
of stakeholder involvement in the management of e-assessment risks, and the use of a 
‘holistic’ risk management approach.  
To conclude, it is noteworthy that no person interviewed thought that the issues 
raised in this study will disappear. Rather, interviewees felt that these issues will only 
increase as the online environment continues to be explored to provide more flexible, 
customised and cost effective training and assessment solutions. As such, interviewees 
agreed that now is the right time to discuss and clarify what are the appropriate 
guidelines, best practice examples for e-assessment and areas for change. They agreed 
that no single group should lead the debate. Rather we need to see a more collaborative 
 
 
27 
 
effort to create a shared understanding of how new technology can advance better 
assessment practices that have enhanced outcomes for students. In doing this, the 
legitimacy of training organisations and their auditors will not be compromised and e-
assessment can truly reach its full potential as a useful and innovative assessment tool.  
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Table 1. Worked example of assessment practices around workplace safety 
Assessment activity Assessment tool 
Prior to face to face class, students 
complete an online quiz that is marked 
automatically. Teacher gets a summary of 
all scores for individuals and the total 
class, and focuses their attention to close 
these gaps in knowledge.  
Online quiz computer graded before class 
contact. Students get scores before the 
class contact. 
Before class (visit the course blog) and in 
class evaluate students’ contributions to 
class discussion to encourage more 
collaboration and sharing of ideas and 
experiences about workplace safety. 
Course blog; Graded discussion 
Design a short question for discussion in 
groups around the responsibilities for the 
delivery of safety training, with ideas 
added directly in class to the class blog 
Grade contributions by each team to the 
class discussion and the blog; a rubric for 
assessing student blogs 
In the workplace students submit online a 
video using I-phones of the safe use of 
power saw 
Video record sent by each student from 
their workplace and assessed on criteria 
presented earlier in class about correct 
power tool operation; added by student to 
e-portfolio 
Support students to develop their writing 
skills by submission of a short reflective 
essay about how to create a safe working 
environment  
Assignment submitted online, use 
Turnitin, Moodle marking guide, 
assignment rubric; added to e-portfolio 
 
